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DETAILED ACTION 

1. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Response to Amendments 

2. This communication is responsive to the applicant's amendment dated 04/28/2005. 
Applicant amended claims 20, 31, 33, 44 and 50, and canceled claims 1-8, 26-30, 47-48 (see 
pages 1-12). 

Response to Arguments 

3. The examiner withdraws the claim rejection (regarding claims 1-8, 26-30, 47-48) under 
35 USC 102 and 103, because the applicant canceled the claims. 

4. Applicant's arguments regarding rejection for claims 9-13, filed 04/28/2005, have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claims 9-13, under claim rejection 35 
USC 112 1 st , that the amended limitation "first and second languages that are represented 
without using different text forms (means using same text form)""is supported by the 
application" (see amendment: pages 12-13), the examiner is respectfully disagrees with the 
applicant and has a different view of the argued issue. Firstly, it is noted, as stated in the 
rejection, the amended limitation introduces a new subject matter, because the original 
specification did not specifically describe the claimed limitation. Secondly, even though 
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applicant pointed out the related disclosure (see amendment: pages 12-13), it is noted that the 
applicant's recited disclosure (see the argument: pages 12-13) does not include the same words, 
equivalent meaning, or same scope of the claimed limitation at all. 

In response to applicant's arguments regarding claim 9-13, under claim rejection 35 USC 
103(a), that "Chen (prior art) does not disclose, teach or suggest" the claimed limitation (page 
14, paragraph 4), "the Office has misinterpreted the "different text forms" feature as recited in 
claim 9" that "does not recite "modes"" (page 14, paragraph 5), and "Chen describes mixed text 
entry... marked with diacritics... therefore, Chen does not disclose, teach or suggest the above 
referenced feature" (page 15, paragraph 1), the examiner respectfully disagrees with the 
applicant and has a different view of the prior art teaching and the claim interpretation. It is 
noted that, since the amended limitation "at list first and second languages that are represented 
without using different text forms" (means using same text form) introduces a new subject 
matter (as stated above), as best understood in view of the rejection under 35 USC 112 1 st (see 
the office action), the examiner's interpretation for the claimed limitation in light of the 
specification is proper. 

For above reason, the rejection of the corresponding claims is sustained. 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection for claims 14-25, 31-46 and 49-50, 
filed 04/28/2005, have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
6. Claims 9-13, 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

Regarding claim 9, the new amended limitation "receiving an input string containing first 
and second languages that are represented without using different text forms" is not 
specifically described in the specification, which introduces a new subject matter. 

Regarding claims 10-13, they are dependent claims and inherit all limitations of their 
parent claim(s). 

Regarding claim 31, the claim recites "the typing model being trained in a language" 
while "the language model being trained in another language", which lacks sufficient support in 
the specification. The closest disclosure teaches that "the language input system employs a 
statistical language model" and "Both models (English and Chinese typing models) ... are 
guided by the language model (e.g., a Chinese language model) to output the most likely 
sequence of characters" (see specification: page 10, line 19 to page 11, line 8), and "a language 
model P(H) for Chinese" (see specification: page 28, lines 20-28), wherein Chinese refers to said 
a language and English refers to said another language, which suggests only one language model 
for Chinese (a language), and nowhere teaches "the typing model being trained in a language" 
while "the language model being trained in another language". Therefore, the claim and 
specification does not contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
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process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable one 
skilled in the art to make and/or use the claimed invention, without undue effort. 

Regarding claim 32 (depending on claim 31), it inherits all limitations of its parent 
claim(s). 

7. Claims 9-25, 31-46 and 49-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding Claim 9, the limitation of "determining at least candidate... that may be used 
to replace the input string based on a probability of how likely the first candidate string was 
incorrectly entered..." is unclear and contradictory, because the "probability of how likely the 
first candidate string was incorrectly entered" means error probability, which indicates the 
candidate with higher error probability to be pruned, not to be used to replace the input string. 
Therefore, the limitation is indefinite. As best understand, the limitation will be interpreted as 
"determining at least one candidate... was correctly entered..." hereinafter. 

Regarding Claims 10-13, the rejection is based on the same reason described in their 
parent claim above, because the dependent claims inherit all the limitations of their parent(s). 

Regarding Claims 14, 22, 23, 42, 49, 50 the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 9, because the claims recite the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 9. 

Regarding Claims 15-21, 24-25, 43-46, the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for their parent claim above, because the dependent claims inherit all the limitations of 
their parent(s). 
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Regarding Claim 31, it is unclear what functional connection and relationship would be 
between the claimed limitations of "the typing model being trained in a language" and "the 
language model being trained in another language". As stated above, the limitations also lack 
support in the specification, so that it will be treated as being indefinite. 

Regarding claim 32 (depending on claim 31), it inherits all limitations of its parent 
claim(s). Further, the limitations of "the first language" and "the second language" lack 
antecedent basis in its parent claim. 

Regarding Claim 33, according to the context, the claimed limitation appears to suggest 
that "the candidate" is for using, not for pruning, therefore, the rejection is based on the same 
reason described for claim 9. 

Regarding Claims 34-41, the rejection is based on the same reason described in their 
parent claim above, because the dependent claims inherit all the limitations of their parent(s). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
8. Claims 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chen (US 
6,073,146). 

Regarding claim 9, as best understood in view of rejection under 35 USC 1 12 1 st and 2 nd 
(see above), Chen discloses a system and method for processing Chinese language text (title), 
comprising: 

"receiving an input string containing at least first and second languages that are 
represented without using different text forms (interpreted as without switching entry modes)", 
(column 4, lines 23-61, 'allows a mixed Chinese and non Chinese (e.g., English) text to be 
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processed', 'entering phonetic Chinese (Pinyin and BPMF) (herein inherently including string) 
into computer system 5 ; column 5, lines 1 1-13, 'mix text, both Chinese and non Chinese words, 
can be processed by delimiting the non Chinese words with a special character, e.g. a space', 
wherein the mixed text (string) containing Chinese Pinyin text and English text is interpreted as 
"without using different text form"; column 9, lines 55-67, 'the ASCII coding for Pinyin or 
mixed input (without using different text forms)'); and 

"determining at least one candidate string in the first language that may be used to 
replace the input string", (column 4, lines 28-61, 'converting the phonetic input into the Hanzi 
form (first language)'; Fig. 4 and column 12, lines 35-66, 'an erroneous spelling is detected 408', 
'the most probable syllable is displayed 409'; column 18, lines 55-60, 'the remaining candidates 
are represented to the user... for selection (replace)' and 'manual correction by user'). 

But, Chen does not expressly disclose that the step of determining candidate string stated 
above is "based on a probability of how likely the first candidate string was incorrectly entered 
as the input string in the first language". However, the feature of using probability for 
determining candidates is well known in the art as evidenced by Chen himself who further 
discloses using statistical model for the notional words (column 5, line 8), which is inherently 
based on probability calculations, and well known method using probability for Hanzi (column 
2, lines 13-17). Further, Chen teaches that 'If an erroneous spelling is detected 408 the most 
probable (corresponding to a lowest probability of incorrectly entering the input string) syllable 
is displayed 409, . . presenting a menu of probable choices (at least one first candidate string), i.e. 
best match 1023, selected (replaced) from the Chinese syllable list 700' (Fig. 4 and column 12, 
lines 35-66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to modify Chen by specifically providing the candidates by using 
statistic model and probability, for the purpose of further removing ambiguity (Chen: column 5, 
lines 7-8) and selecting the most probable candidate for best matches (Chen: column 12, lines 
64-66). 

Regarding claim 10 (depending on claim 9), Chen further discloses that selectively 
performing one of (1) converting the input string to the candidate string in the first language, or 
(2) leaving the input string in the second language, (column 4, lines 28-61, 'converting the 
phonetic input into the Hanzi form (language text)'; Fig. 4 and column 47-55, 'non Chinese (e.g. 
English) words can be identified 403', which suggest that the converting step is only for Chinese 
phonetic text, not for non Chinese words). 

Regarding claim 11 (depending on claim 9), Chen further discloses that "the first 
language is a primary language and the second language is secondary language used less 
frequently than the primary language", (column 7, line 12-9, ' "mixed language/text" is entered, 
i.e. English or other non Chinese text is included with the Chinese text input', 6 non Chinese text 
is uncoded (unmarked) with a diacritic', which suggests that Chinese is primary language, and 
English or other non Chinese text is secondary language, which is inherently less frequently used 
than Chinese because Chen's major invention focuses on processing Chinese language text (see 
title). 

Regarding claim 12 (depending on claim 9), as stated above, Chen discloses that "the 
input string of the first language comprises phonetic text and the input string of the second 
language comprises non-phonetic text", (column 4, lines 23-61, 'entering phonetic Chinese 
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(Pinyin and BPMF) (herein inherently including string) into computer system', 'allows a mixed 
Chinese and non Chinese (e.g., English) text (interpreted as non-phonetic text) to be processed'). 

Regarding claim 13 (depending on claim 9), as stated above, Chen discloses that the first 
language is Chinese and the second language is English, (column 4, lines 23-61, 'entering 
phonetic Chinese (Pinyin and BPMF) (herein inherently including string) into computer system', 
'allows a mixed Chinese and non Chinese (e.g., English) text (interpreted as non-phonetic text) 
to be processed'). 

9. Claims 14-25, 31-46 and 49-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chen in view of Mukaigawa et al. (US 6246,976 Bl) hereinafter referenced by Mukaigawa. 

Regarding claim 14, as best understood in view of rejection under 35 USC 1 12 2 nd (see 
above), Chen discloses a system and method for processing Chinese language text (title), 
comprising: 

"receiving an input string containing at least first and second languages" and 
"determining at least one first candidate string that may be used to replace the input string based 
on a first probability of how likely the first candidate string was incorrectly entered as the input 
string in the first language", (the rejection is based on the same reason described for claim 9, 
because the claimed elements recite the same or similar limitations as claim 9 (see above)); 

Chen further discloses "determining at least one second candidate string that may be used 
to replace the input string" (column 4, lines 23-61, 'allows a mixed Chinese and non Chinese 
(second language) text to be processed', 'non Chinese words can further processed, e.g. spell 
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checked (herein inherently including at least one candidate for correcting misspelling) by known 
systems that process these languages 5 ). 

But, Chen does not expressly disclose the second candidate "based on a second 
probability of how likely the second candidate string was incorrectly [correctly] entered as the 
input string in the second language" and "using the first candidate string if the first probability is 
higher than the second probability to derive at least one output string containing the first 
language; and using the second candidate string if the first probability is lower than the second 
probability to derive at least one output string containing the second language." However, these 
features are well known in the art as evidenced by Mukaigawa who disclose a plurality of 
morphological analysis means respectively provide with respect a plurality of language (column 
3, lines 10-12), 'occurrence probability data... for each combination of a language and character 
code system' (column 8, lines 10-25), and using separate probabilities as evaluation value for 
judging the entered text data in each of languages/character code systems (herein the text data 
necessarily corresponds to at least one candidate associated with one of the probability values in 
the respective languages) and 'compared with each other' to obtain (use) the largest evaluation 
values (column 10, lines 12-30). In addition, Mukaigawa discloses that his invention can further 
process the entered text in respect language by using multiple morphological analyzers (Fig. 7) 
and 'the occurrence probability data . . . may be obtained with respect to all characters for each 
language (column 8, lines 21-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Chen by specifically providing 
separate probabilities for each of languages and obtaining (using) the largest evaluation value, as 
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taught by Mukaigawa, for the purpose of identifying language and preparing future processing, 
such as searching (Mukaigawa: column 10, 23-27 and Figs 7-19). 

Regarding claims 15-18 (depending on claim 14), the rejection is based on the same 
reason described for claims 11-13 and 10 respectively, because the claims 15-18 recite same or 
similar limitation(s) as claims 11-13 and 10, respectively. 

Regarding claim 19 (depending on claim 14), Chen in view Mukaigawa further discloses 
obtaining "the first and second candidate strings from a database", (Chen: column 5, line 8, 
statistical model'; column 6, lines 5-6, 'Chinese dictionary or vocabulary (interpreted as 
database)'; Mukaigawa: Fig. 3, 'occurrence probability data' and tables for the respect 
languages). 

Regarding claim 20 (depending on claim 14), Chen in view Mukaigawa further discloses: 
"deriving the first probability that the first candidate string was incorrectly entered from 
data collected from multiple users entering a training text in the first language", (Chen: column 
1, lines 45-52; 6 operators 'and 'ordinary people' suggesting the invention for multiple users; 
column 4, lines 23-61, 'entering phonetic Chinese (Pinyin and BPMF) (first language) into 
computer system'; Fig. 4 and column 12, lines 35-66, 'an erroneous spelling is detected 408', 
'the most probable syllable is displayed 409', 'best matches'; column 5, line 8, 'statistical 
model'; which is necessarily include probability calculation and training data for determining a 
candidate). 

deriving the second probability that the second candidate string was incorrectly entered 
from data collected from multiple users entering a training text in the second language, (column 
4, lines 23-61, 'allows a mixed Chinese and non Chinese (e.g., English) (second language) text to 
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be processed', 'non Chinese words can further processed, e.g. spell checked (including providing 
candidate) by known systems that process these languages 5 ; column 5, line 8, 'statistical model'; 
and Mukaigawa: column 1, line 54, 'various type of language information processing suitable for 
respective languages') 

Regarding claim 21 (depending on claim 14), Chen in view Mukaigawa further discloses 
displaying the output string in line with the input string being entered by a user, (Chen: Fig. 1, 
block 1020). 

Regarding claim 22 (depending on claim 14), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 14, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 14. 

Regarding claim 23, it recites a method. The rejection is based on the same reason 
described for combination of claims 14 and 10, because the rejection for claims 14 and 10 covers 
the same or similar limitation(s) of claims 23. 

Regarding claim 24 (depending on claim 23), Chen in view Mukaigawa further disclose 
"displaying the input string containing the first and second language in a single edit line; and 
selectively displaying the output string or the input string in the single edit line", (Chen: Fig. 1, 
block 1020; column 12, lines 15-34 and 63-65). 

Regarding claim 25 (depending on claim 23), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 13, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 13. 

Regarding claim 31, as best understood in view of claim rejection under USC 1 12, 1 st 
and 2 nd (see above), Chen discloses a system and method for processing Chinese language text 
(title), comprising: 
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"a typing model to receive an input string", (column 4, lines 23-61 , 'entering phonetic 
Chinese (Pinyin, as a string) '/converting the phonetic input into the Hanzi form', 'key is struck 
(typing)'; column 6, line 21, 'keyboard 1030 to enter Pinyin text input', which is interpreted as a 
typing model or an equivalent functionality); 

"a language model to provide output strings for each said typing candidates, the language 
model being trained in the [another] language", (Abstract: 'word string is analyzed using ... a 
statistical language model', wherein the statistical language model is necessarily trained in the 
corresponding language). 

But, Chen does not expressly disclose "determine a typing error probability of how likely 
at list one candidate string was incorrectly entered as the input string, the typing model being 
trained in the first language". However, the feature of using probability for determining 
candidates is well known in the art as evidenced by Chen himself who discloses that 'if an 
erroneous spelling (herein equivalent to typing error) is detected (determined) 408, ... the most 
probable (corresponding to correctly input likelihood) syllable (candidate) is displayed 409... 
presenting a menu of probable choices (at least one candidate string), i.e. best match 1023, 
selected from the Chinese syllable list 700') (column 12, lines 35-66); using 'multiple-choice 
methods based on deriving probability' (column 2, line 13-16) and 'statistical model for the 
notional words (candidates)' (column 5, line 8), which is inherently based on probability 
calculations. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Chen by combining detecting typing error and choosing best 
matches (candidates) with a statistical model and/or probability for the candidates, for the 
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purpose of removing ambiguity of notional words (Chen: column 5, lines 7-8) and selecting the 
most probable candidate for best matches (Chen: column 12, lines 64-66). 

Further, Chen does not expressly disclose the using models "being trained" in different 
languages. However, this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Mukaigawa who 
teaches that 'the occurrence probability for each character is previously found (being trained) by 
statically processing in the character appearing in various documents in the past' and 'the 
occurrence probability data (suggests the system being trained)... may be obtained with respect 
to all characters for each language' (column 8, lines 16-27; column 10, lines 12-30 and Fig. 3). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chen by providing a training process in different languages, as taught by 
Mukaigawa, for the purpose of obtaining occurrence probability data (Mukaigawa: column 8, 
lines 14-15). 

Regarding claim 32 (depending on claim 31), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 1 1, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 11. 

Regarding claim 33, it recites a language input architecture. The rejection is based on the 
same reason described for claim 14, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as 
claim 14, wherein 'entering phonetic Chinese' corresponds to "a first typing model" and entering 
'non Chinese' corresponds to "a second typing model". 

Regarding claim 34 (depending on claim 33), as stated above, the combined system uses 
statistical model(s) (Chen: column 5, line 8) for both first language and second language, with 
training data in the languages (Mukaigawa: column 8, lines 16-27), which corresponds to the 
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claimed "the first typing model is trained using a first language and the second typing model is 
trained using a second language." 

Regarding claim 35 (depending on claim 33), as stated above, the combined system uses 
statistical model(s) (Chen: column 5, line 8) for both first language and second language (Chen: 
column 4, lines 23-61, 'allows a mixed Chinese (first language) and non Chinese (e.g., English) 
(second language) text to be processed'), with training data in the languages (Mukaigawa: 
column 8, lines 16-27), which corresponds to the claimed "the input string contains phonetic text 
and non-phonetic text and the first typing model is trained to the phonetic text and the second 
typing model is trained to the non phonetic text." 

Regarding claim 36 (depending on claim 33), as stated above, the combined system uses 
statistical model(s) (Chen: column 5, line 8) for both first language and second language (Chen: 
column 4, lines 23-61, 'allows a mixed Chinese and non Chinese (e.g., English) text (interpreted 
as non-phonetic text) to be processed', 'entering phonetic Chinese (Pinyin and BPMF)), with 
training data in the languages (Mukaigawa: column 8, lines 16-27), which corresponds to the 
claimed "the first typing model is trained using Chinese and the second typing model is trained 
using English." 

Regarding claim 37 (depending on claim 33), as stated above, the combined system uses 
statistical model(s) (Chen: column 5, line 8) for both first language and second language (Chen: 
column 4, lines 23-61, 'allows a mixed Chinese and non Chinese (e.g., English) text (non- 
phonetic text) to be processed', 'entering phonetic Chinese (Pinyin and BPMF)), with training 
data in the languages (Mukaigawa: column 8, lines 16-27), which corresponds to the claimed 
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"the input string contains Pinyin and English and the first typing model is trained to the Pinyin 
and the second typing model is trained to the English." 

Regarding claim 38 (depending on claim 33), Chen further discloses "a language model 
to provide an output string for the selected typing candidate", (abstract, 'word string is analyzed 
using ... a statistical language model'; column 18, line 49 and Fig. 6, 'statistical model 5 ). 

Regarding claim 39 (depending on claim 38), Chen in view of Mukaigawa further 
discloses a mechanism (search engine) for converting the phonetic input into the Hanzi form 
(output) (Chen: column 4, lines 28-61) and processing non-Chinese words (column 11, lines 53- 
55), which corresponds to the claimed "the search engine converts the input string to the output 
string " 

Regarding claim 40 (depending on claim 38), Chen in view of Mukaigawa further 
discloses a user interface to receive the input string and to display the output string in a common 
edit line (Chen: column 5, line 56 and Fig.l, 'graphical interface 1020', 'displays the Pinyin 
characters' and 'displays the Hanzi characters'). 

Regarding claim 41 (depending on claim 33), Chen in view of Mukaigawa further 
discloses graphical interface 1020 (Chen: column 5, line 56 and Fig.l), processing of the text 
(Chen: column 6, lines 1-65), spell checked for non Chinese language and that computer 
recognizes the letters representing Pinyin syllable and the syllable is spell checked (Chen: 
column 11, line 47-63); a multilingual word processor (Mukaigawa: column 5, lines 20-32), 
which corresponds to the claimed "a word processor embodied on a computer-readable medium 
comprising the language input architecture". 
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Regarding claim 42, it recites a language input architecture. The rejection is based on the 
same reason described for claims 33, 38 and 10, because the claim recites the same or similar 
limitation(s) as claims 33, 38 and 10. 

Regarding claim 43 (depending on claim 42), Chen in view of Mukaigawa further 
discloses the search engine converts the input string to one of the conversion strings when the 
first probability is higher than the second probability, (Chen: column 4, lines 28-61, 'converting 
the phonetic input into the Hanzi form (first language)'; Fig. 4 and column 12, lines 35-66, 'the 
most probable syllable is displayed 409'; Mukaigawa: column 10, lines 1 1-33, 'product of the 
occurrence probabilities of the character... is obtained as final evaluation value', 'the evaluation 
value. . .is the largest (corresponding to the highest probability)'; column 1 1 , line 1 1 , 'a search 
engine'). 

Regarding claim 44 (depending on claim 42), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 43, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 43. 

Regarding claim 45 (depending on claim 42), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 12, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 12. 

Regarding claim 46 (depending on claim 42), the rejection is based on the same reason 
described for claim 13, because the claim recites the same or similar limitation(s) as claim 13. 

Regarding claim 49, it recites one or more computer-readable media. The rejection is 
based on the same reason described for claim 23, because the claim recites the same or similar 
limitation(s) as claim 23. 
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Regarding claim 50, it recites one or more computer-readable media. The rejection is 
based on the same reason described for claim 14, because the claim recites the same or similar 
limitation(s) as claim 14. 

Conclusion 

10. Please address mail to be delivered by the United States Postal Service (USPS) as 
follows: 

Mail Stop 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 
or faxed to: 571-273-8300, (for formal communications intended for entry) 
Or: 571-273-8300, (for informal or draft communications, and please label 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT") 

If no Mail Stop is indicated below, the line beginning Mail Stop should be omitted from 
the address. 

Effective January 14, 2005, except correspondence for Maintenance Fee payments, 
Deposit Account Replenishments (see 1.25(c)(4)), and Licensing and Review (see 37 CFR 5.1(c) 
and 5.2(c)), please address correspondence to be delivered by other delivery services (Federal 
Express (Fed Ex), UPS, DHL, Laser, Action, Purolater, etc.) as follows: 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

Customer Window, Mail Stop 

Randolph Building 

Alexandria, VA 223 14 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Qi Han whose telephone numbers is (571) 272-7604. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Richemond Dorvil, can be reached on (571) 272-7602. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Inquiries regarding the status of submissions 
relating to an application or questions on the Private PAIR system should be directed to the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 703-305-3028 between the 
hours of 6 a.m. and midnight Monday through Friday EST, or by e-mail at: ebc@uspto.gov. For 
general information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
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